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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-30 have been examined and are pending. 

Drawings 

New corrected drawings in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in this 
application because of the following informalities: 

1. Fig 1A, Fig 1B, Fig 3 are hand drawn, messy, and hard to follow. 

2. Fig 1A does not show an item labeled as item 1 12 as discussed on p12, lines 12-14 
of the specification. 

3. Fig 1 B does not show item 1 12 as discussed in p15, paragraph 0066 of the 
specification. Instead, there is an item 1 16, which the examiner assumes was 
mislabeled and should instead be item 112. 

4. In Fig 1 B, item 1 14 is not shown as discussed on p1 5, paragraph 0065 of the 
specification. 

5. Fig 4 includes messy hand written corrections. 

6. On p18, paragraph 0078, step 420 in Fig 4 is disclosed. This step is not labeled in 
the corresponding figure. 

7. The hand drawn figures 1 A and 1 B has not been examined to the full extent for 
errors as they are very messy and hard to follow at times. The examiner respectfully 
suggests the applicant double check what is disclosed in the specification with what 
is shown in Fig 1 A and 1 B after a more formal set of drawings are drafted. 

Applicant is advised to employ the services of a competent patent draftsperson 
outside the Office, as the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office no longer prepares new 
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drawings. The corrected drawings are required in reply to the Office action to avoid 
abandonment of the application. The requirement for corrected drawings will not be held 
in abeyance. 

Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

1 . The sentence on p12, lines 7-8 does not appear to be a complete sentence. The 
examiner does not understand what idea the applicant is trying to convey with the 
sentence which begins, "Each located node...." 

2. The applicant's definition of a "path closure set" as defined on p7, paragraph 0034 is 
objected to. In the cited passage, the applicant defines a path closure set as "a 
select set of nodes between a source node and a destination node. Each node in a 
path closure set is part of a communication path between the source and 
destination... the path closure set represents a subset of nodes in the network 
topology that can form part of a non-looping path between the source node and the 
destination node." This implies that the set of nodes in a path closure set does not 
include any node which forms a loop. However, p9-10, paragraphs 0047 and 0048 
list three conditions which if satisfied would designate located nodes as part of a 
path closure set: 

a. A first condition states that a sequence of adjacent nodes are part of the path 
closure set when on of the located nodes is the destination node, and if the 
resulting path between the source node and the destination node is non- 
looping. 
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b. The second condition states that a sequence of adjacent nodes are part of 
the path closure set when on of the located nodes is identified as a loop 
closure node, and if any of the nodes in the sequence other than the loop 
closure nodes are already designated as part of the closure set. 

c. The third condition states that a sequence of adjacent nodes are part of the 
path closure set when one of the located nodes is identified as a loop closure 
node, and if a selected one of the sequence of nodes, other than the loop 
closure node, is subsequently designated as part of the path closure set. 
The first condition agrees with the definition as set forth by the applicant on 

p7. However, the other two conditions imply that nodes in a loop can also be 
part of the path closure. This contradicts the definition given on p7 in which a 
path closure set consists of nodes which form a non-looping path between the 
source and the destination node. The examiner also notes that the example 
given on p13, paragraphs 0059 and 0060 also indicates that a loop can be part of 
a path closure set, i.e. the nodes in path 154 form a loop and the applicant states 
that the nodes in the loop are in the path closure set because the second 
condition is met. In light of this, the examiner believes that the applicant meant 
for the definition of a path closure set to be the set of nodes which forms a 
communication path from the source to destination node, which can include 
loops. In examining this application, the examiner will use this definition. 



Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Objections 

Claim 30 is objected to because of the following informalities: 
1 . As per claim 30, on line 2, the examiner believes that the applicant meant to recite "a 
processor configured with" instead of "a processor configured to". 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 5-8 and 25-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 

being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 

which applicant regards as the invention. 

1 . As per claims 5 and 24, lines 5-6 of each claims recites "at least one criteria for 
belonging to one for the non-looping communication paths." It is unclear what those 
criteria are as they lack antecedent basis, but the examiner believes that the criteria 
are recited in claims 7 and 8. 

2. As per claims 6 and 25, lines 4-5 and lines 9-10 of each claim respectively recites "at 
least one criteria for belonging in the path closure set." It is unclear what those 
criteria are as they lack antecedent basis, but the examiner believes that the criteria 
are recited in claims 26 and 27. 

3. Any claims not specifically addressed are rejected by virtue of dependency. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-2, 18-21, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Callon (US 6,256,295) in view of Adams et al (US 2003/0016679). 

Claim 1: 

Callon discloses a computer-implemented method of determining enforcement 
security devices in a network topology, the method comprising: 

1 . Identifying a source node and destination node for traffic that is to be sent 
through the network topology (col 3, lines 33-44 and Fig 2). 

2. Programmatically identifying nodes in the network topology that are part of the 
path closure set for the source node and destination node (col 3, lines 33-57 and 
Fig 2). 

Callon does not explicitly disclose identifying nodes that are security devices. 
Callon also does not explicitly disclose creating and storing a list of one or more 
enforcement security devices. However, nodes as firewalls were well known at the time 
the applicant's invention was made. Adams also discloses nodes in a network can be a 
firewall (p2 f paragraph 0014, lines 1-15). Further, the manner in which each type of 
node in a network is configured must be different because of the differences in the node 
types (i.e. a switch is configured differently from a firewall, which is different from a 
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server, ect.). As such, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to have 
identified nodes that are security devices in light of Callon and Adams's teachings. One 
of ordinary skill would have been motivated to do so as it would allow one of ordinary 
skill to know what type of device the node is, which is necessary to know how to 
configure the node. 

The examiner notes the definition of an "enforcement security device" as defined 
by the applicant is a security device that affects communications between a specified 
source and destination node. It is the nature of firewalls to implement a security policy 
which affects communications which are routed through them. Therefore, any firewall 
node that is part of the path closure set must be an "enforcement security device." 

The examiner also notes that a list is a series of items that are printed or 
imagined one after the other. As such, when Callon's method programmatically 
identifies nodes in the network topology that are part of the path closure set for the 
source node and destination node, it must create a list of some sort. As firewalls can be 
nodes in path closure set (as disclosed by Adams), the firewalls must be in the list. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
applicant's invention was made in light of Adams's teachings to modify Callon's method 
according to the limitations recited in claim 1 . One of ordinary skill would have been 
motivated to do so as firewalls implement security policies for a network, thus making 
the network more secure. 
Claim 2: 
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Callon and Adams disclose all the limitations of claim 1. Callon does not 
explicitly disclose implementing a security policy on security devices that are identified 
as nodes in the path closure set. 

However, Adams discloses nodes in a network can be a firewall (p2, paragraph 
0014, lines 1-15). A firewall is a security device; it is the function of firewalls to 
implement security policies. Therefore, the limitation recited in claim 2 merely describes 
what a firewall does. It has been established already in claim 1 that it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include firewalls as security devices in a 
network and one of ordinary skill would be motivated to do so for security reasons. 
Claim 18: 

Claim 18 is substantially similar to claim 1. The differences is that claim 18 refers 
to a policy server communicatively coupled to one or more security devices in a network 
to implement a security policy, the policy server comprising a processor configured to 
implement the method of claim 1 . Another slight difference is that the third limitation of 
claim 1 refers to identifying each node in the path closure set that is a security device to 
result in creating and storing a list of one or more enforcement security devices, while 
claim 18 merely refers to using the processor being configured to identify each node in 
the path closure set that is a security device. However, the examiner asserts that this 
third limitation is still substantially similar to the third limitation of claim 1. As such, the 
examiner asserts that the limitations recited in claim 18, can be rejected using the same 
arguments and motivations discussed in claim 1 . Note that there must be a policy 
server communicatively coupled to one or more security devices in a network to 
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implement the security policy, the policy server comprising a processor configured to 
implement the method of claim 1 or the method could not be implemented. 
Claim 19: 

The examiner asserts that claim 19 is substantially similar to claim 2 and the 
same arguments used to reject claim 2 also applies to claim 19. The difference is that 
claim 2 refers to a policy server used to implement a method substantially similar to that 
of claim 2. 
Claim 20: 

Claim 20 is substantially similar to claims 1 and 18 and is rejected using the 
same arguments and motivations. The difference is that claim 20 refers to a computer 
readable medium for determining enforcement security devices in a network topology, 
the computer readable medium carrying instructions for implementing the method 
carried out by the processor of the policy server of claim 18, which is the method of 
claim 1 . 
Claim 21: 

Claim 21 is substantially similar to claim 2 and is rejected using the same 
arguments and motivations. The differences is that claim 21 refers to a computer 
readable medium comprising instructions for implementing the method of claim 2. 
Claim 30: 

Claim 30 is substantially similar to claims 1 and 18 and is rejected using the 
same arguments and motivations. The difference is that claim 30 refers to a computer 
system to determine enforcement security devices in a network topology whose 
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processor is configured with means to implement the limitations recited in claim 18, 
which is the method of claim 1 . 



Claims 6, 9-10, 25, and 28-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Callon (US 6,256,295) in view of Adams et al (US 2003/0016679) 
and further in view of Cormen et al ("Introduction to Algorithms"). 
Claim 6: 

Callon and Adams disclose all the limitations of claim 1 . Callon also discloses 
programmatically identifying nodes in the network topology that are part of the path 
closure set (col 3, lines 33-57 and Fig 2). Callon and Adams do not explicitly disclose 
wherein: 

1 . Programmatically identifying nodes in the network topology that are part of a path 
closure set includes determining, prior to identifying all of the nodes in the 
path closure set, if each node in the network topology satisfies at least one 
criteria for belonging in the path closure set. 

2. Determining if each node in the network topology satisfies at least one criteria for 
belonging in the path closure set include traversing amongst adjacent nodes in a 
sequence until each node in the network topology is checked to determine if that 
node satisfies at least one criteria for belonging to the path closure set. 
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As per the first limitation recited in claim 6, it is obvious that one cannot identify 
all the items of a group which meets at least one criteria for joining a subgroup until one 
test to determine which items which exists in the group meets at least one criteria for 
joining a subgroup. Therefore, as Callon discloses programmatically identifying the 
nodes in the network topology that are part of a path closure set, the first recited 
limitation in claim 6 is also obvious as there is no other way to do what Callon discloses 
except via the first recited limitation in claim 6. 

As per the second limitation recited in claim 6, Cormen discloses the use of a 
depth-first search to explore the nodes of a graph/network which reads on forward 
traversing amongst adjacent nodes in a network in a sequence (p477, section 23.3, first 
paragraph). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art in light of the above 
disclosures to further modify the combination method of Callon and Adams according to 
the limitations recited in claim 6. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to do 
so because there is no other way around doing what the first limitation recites to 
programmatically identifying nodes in the network topology that are part of a path 
closure set and because Cormen discloses that the use of a depth-first search would 
allow all nodes in the network to be visited (p477, section 23.3, first paragraph), thereby 
ensuring that all the nodes in the network topology are checked. 
Claim 9: 

Callon and Adams disclose all the limitations of claim 1 . Callon also discloses 
programmatically identifying nodes in the network topology that are part of the path 
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closure set (col 3, lines 33-57 and Fig 2). Callon and Adams do not explicitly disclose 
checking each node in the network topology as being part of the path closure set by 
forward traversing from the source node to a sequence of nodes that are adjacent to 
one another until each node in the network topology is checked. 

However, Cormen discloses the use of a depth-first search to forward traverse 
from the source node to a sequence of nodes that are adjacent to one another until 
each node in the network topology is visited (p477, section 23.3, first paragraph). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the applicant's 
invention was made to further modify the combination method of Callon and Adams 
according to the limitation recited in claim 9 in light of Cormen's teachings. One of 
ordinary skill would have been motivated to do so as the use of a depth-first search 
would allow all nodes in the network to be visited (p477, section 23.3, first paragraph). 
Claim 10: 

Callon and Adams disclose all the limitations of claim 1 . Callon and Adams do 
not disclose wherein identifying each node in the path closure set includes checking 
each node in the network topology as being part of the path closure set using a depth- 
first methodology. However, Cormen discloses the use of a depth-first methodology 
(p477, section 23.3, first paragraph). In light of Cormen's teachings it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the applicant's invention was made 
to further modify the combination method of Callon and Adams according to the 
limitation recited in claim 10. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to do so 
for the same reason given in claim 9. 
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Claim 25: 

Claim 25 is substantially similar to claim 6 and is rejected using the same 
arguments and motivations as claim 6. The difference is that claim 25 refers to a 
computer readable medium with instructions for implementing the method of claim 6. 
Claim 28: 

Claim 28 is substantially similar to claim 9 and is rejected using the same 
arguments and motivations as claim 9. The difference is that claim 28 refers to a 
computer readable medium with instructions for implementing the method of claim 9. 
Claim 29: 

Claim 29 is substantially similar to claim 10 and is rejected using the same 
arguments and motivations as claim 10. The difference is that claim 29 refers to a 
computer readable medium with instructions for implementing the method of claim 10. 

Claims 3 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Callon (US 6,256,295) in view of Adams et al (US 2003/0016679) and further in view of 
Zaumen et al (US 5,881,243). 
Claim 3: 

Callon and Adams disclose all the limitations of claim 1 . Callon also discloses 
programmatically identifying nodes in the network topology that are part of the path 
closure set (col 3, lines 33-57 and Fig 2). Callon and Adams do not disclose locating 
each node in the network topology, and determining if each located node is part of at 
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least one non-looping communication path extending between the source and the 
destination node. 

However, Zaumen discloses that at the time the applicant's invention was made, 
it was well known in the art to programmatically locate each node in the network 
topology (col 1, lines 40-43). Zaumen also disclosed that it was well known to 
determine if each located node is part of a non-looping communication path extending 
between the source and the destination node (col 2, lines 29-54). 

In light of Zaumen's teachings, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the applicant's invention was made to further modify Callon and 
Adams combination method according to the limitations recited in claim 3. One of 
ordinary skill would have been motivated to locate each node in the network topology as 
it would allow for a way to find the shortest path from the source node to the destination 
as disclosed by Zaumen (col 1 , lines 40-43). One of ordinary skill would have been 
motivated to determine if each located node is part of at least one non-looping 
communication path extending between the source and the destination node as 
Zaumen discloses that it would avoid the problem of counting to infinity which is a 
danger with network loops (col 2, lines 52-54). 
Claim 22: 

Claim 22 is substantially similar to claim 3 and is rejected using the same 
arguments and motivations. The difference is that claim 22 refers to a computer 
readable medium including instructions for implementing the method of claim 3. 
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Claims 4-5 and 23-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Callon (US 6,256,295) in view of Adams et al (US 2003/0016679) and further in 
view of Zaumen et al (US 5,881 ,243) and Cormen et al ("Introduction to Algorithms"). 
Claim 4: 

Callon and Adams disclose all the limitations of claim 1 . Callon also discloses 
programmatically identifying nodes in the network topology that are part of the path 
closure set (col 3, lines 33-57 and Fig 2). Callon and Adams do not disclose wherein: 

1 . The step of programmatically identifying nodes in the network topology that are 
part of a path closure set includes locating a plurality of nodes in the network 
topology, and determining if each of the plurality of nodes is part of at least 
one non-looping communication path extending between the source node 
and the destination node. 

2. The step of identifying each node in the path closure set is performed so that a 
duration for identifying all nodes in the path closure set is proportional to a 
number of links between each node in the network topology. 

As per the first limitation of claim 4 recited above, the examiner asserts that it is 
substantially similar to the limitation recited in claim 3 and the same arguments and 
motivation used to reject claim 3 applies to it also. The difference is that claim 3 refers 
to "locating each node in the network topology," which the first limitation of claim 4 
refers to "locating a plurality of nodes in the network topology." The examiner asserts 
that locating each node in the network topology is still the same thing as locating a 
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plurality of nodes in the network topology. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the applicant's invention was made to modify the 
combination method of Callon and Adams according to the first limitation recited in 
claim 4 for the same motivation and reasons given in claim 3. 

As per the second limitation recited in claim 4, Cormen discloses the use of a 
depth-first search algorithm to explore a graph so that all nodes that are reachable from 
a given vertex has been discovered (p477, section 23.3, first paragraph). Note that 
graph theories apply to network topologies. As a network is usually bidirectional and all 
nodes are connected either directly or via another set of nodes, it is possible to use a 
depth-first search to discover all the other nodes in the network from any one node. 
Cormen also discloses that the running time of a depth-first search algorithm is 0(V+E), 
meaning that it is proportional to the number of vertices in the graph and the number of 
edges in the graph (p479, second paragraph). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
applicant's invention was made to further modify the combination method of Callon and 
Adams to make use of a depth-first search algorithm according to the second limitation 
recited in claim 4 in light of Cormen's disclosure. One of ordinary skill would have been 
motivated to do so as a depth first search allows for a way to discover all the nodes in a 
network or graph and thus know the network topology (p477, section 23.3, first 
paragraph). Knowing the network topology is needed to find the shortest route from the 
source to the destination as disclosed by Zaumen (col 1 , lines 40-43). It is also obvious 
that one cannot know what the shortest path is without knowing what the entire network 
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topology is as one would not be able to know all the routes from the source to the 
destination otherwise. If one does not know all the routes from a source to the 
destination, one cannot know what the shortest path is. 
Claim 5: 

Callon and Adams disclose all the limitations of claim 1 . Callon also discloses 
programmatically identifying nodes in the network topology that are part of the path 
closure set (col 3, lines 33-57 and Fig 2). Callon and Adams do not disclose forward 
traversing a series of nodes sequentially before identifying all non-looping 
communication paths extending between the source node and the destination node, 
and determining if each node in the network topology satisfies at least one criteria for 
belonging to one of the non-looping communication paths identified as extending 
between the source node and the destination node. 

However, Cormen discloses the use of a depth-first search to explore the nodes 
of a graph/network which reads on forward traversing a series of nodes sequentially 
(p477, section 23.3, first paragraph). Also, Zaumen discloses that at the time the 
applicant's invention was made, methods were known in the art which identifies non- 
looping paths from a source to a destination (col 2, lines 29-54). Therefore, the criteria 
for a path being a non-looping path between the source and destination node, must 
have been known. Zaumen also discloses providing a shortest loop-free path from the 
source to the destination (col 8, lines 15-20). As such, all the non-looping 
communication paths extending between the source node and the destination node 



Application/Control Number: 10/006,291 Page 18 

Art Unit: 2135 

must have been identified by Zaumen or Zaumen would not know which path was the 
shortest. 

In light of the above disclosures by Cormen and Zaumen, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the applicant's invention was made 
to further modify Callon and Adams combination method according to the limitations 
recited in claim 5. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to do so for the 
same reasons given in claims 3 and 4. 
Claim 23: 

Claim 23 is substantially similar to claim 4 and is rejected using the same 
arguments and motivations as claim 4. The difference is that claim 23 refers to a 
computer readable medium with instructions for implementing the method of claim 4. 
Claim 24: 

Claim 24 is substantially similar to claim 5 and is rejected using the same 
arguments and motivations as claim 5. The difference is that claim 24 refers to a 
computer readable medium with instructions for implementing the method of claim 5. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 7-8 and 26-27 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
Claim 7: 
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As per claim 7, the examiner was able to find art which deals with identifying a 
node as being in the path closure set if that node is part of a non-looping sequence of 
adjacent nodes that extend between the source node and the destination node. This 
limitation is also obvious as a non-looping path is inherently a path from the source 
node to the destination node, therefore the nodes found in that non-looping path would 
belong to the path closure set. 

However, the examiner was not able to find art disclosing the second limitation 
recited in claim 7, which deals with identifying that node as being in the path closure set 
if that node is part of a looping sequence of nodes in which at least one node in the 
looping sequence is already designated as being part of the path closure set, and in 
which the at least one node designated as being part of the path closure set is not also 
a loop closure node for that looping sequence. The closest art that examiner found 
which might suggest the above recited limitation states that a path from a source node 
to a destination node can include temporary loops. The art does not state anything as 
specific as the above recited limitation as conditions for including nodes found in a loop 
in a path closure set, however. The examiner notes that it is obvious that as the prior 
art teaches that the path from a source node to the destination node can include loops 
that the nodes found in a loop could be included as the nodes in a path closure set. 
However, the examiner could not find a motivation in the prior art or on his own (that 
was not suggested by the applicant) as to why one of ordinary skill would use the above 
recited limitation as a reason for including the nodes in a looping sequence as part of 
the path closure set. 
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Claim 8: 

The first and second limitations of claim 8 are exactly like that of claim 7. As per 
the third limitation, the examiner also was not able to find a prior art which deals with 
identifying that node as being in the path closure set if that node is part of a looping 
sequence of nodes in which at least a first adjacent node to a loop closure node for that 
looping sequence of nodes is subsequently identified as being part of the path closure 
set. Like the second limitation of claims 7 and 8, the closest thing suggested by the 
prior art which is close to reading on the third recited limitation of claim 8 is that the path 
from a source node to a destination node can contain loops. However, also like the 
second limitation recited in claims 7 and 8, the examiner could not find a motivation in 
the prior art or on his own (that was not suggested by the applicant) as to why one of 
ordinary skill would use the above recited limitation as a reason for including the nodes 
in a looping sequence as part of the path closure set 
Claim 26: 

Claim 26 refers to a computer readable medium with instructions for performing 
the method as recited in claim 7. 
Claim 27: 

Claim 27 refers to a computer readable medium with instructions for performing 
the method as recited in claim 8. 



Claims 11-17 are allowed. 
Claim 11: 
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As per claim 1 1 , it contains a limitation that is substantially similar to that of 
claims 7 and 8 which the examiner explains above as to why he thinks are allowable 
subject matter. One of the limitations of claim 1 1 refers to determining if the located 
node is a loop closure node, then determining if one or more nodes in the sequence that 
are part of a loop path defined by the loop closure node are already designated as 
being part of the path closure set, and if one or more nodes in the sequence that are 
part of a loop path defined by the loop closure nodes are already designated as being 
part of the path closure set, then designating each node in the loop path as part of the 
path closure set, else designating each node in the loop path as part of the path closure 
set if at least a designated node in the loop path is subsequently determined to be part 
of the path closure set. 
Claims 12-17: 

Claims 12-17 depend on independent claim 11. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ponnoreay Pich whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7962. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00am-4:30pm Mon-Fri. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kim Vu can be reached on 571-272-3859. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



PP 



